The fact that British men of letters in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries commented on the subject of animal experimentation is well known. Apart from anti-vivisectionists and modern advocates of animal rights, who have been keen to cite the most critical of these responses,' scholars have considered them in three main areas of research. In the history of ideas some of those literary sources have been used to elucidate the origins of animal protection and the development of man's relationship to the animal world
1667.11 The satirists had many butts, equally deriding the Society's astronomical, physical, and chemical studies and those in the fields of microscopy, anatomy, physiology, and toxicology. Here the satires against animal experimentation will be examined.
The 'Ballad of Gresham Colledge', an anonymous manuscript probably written around 1662, seems to have had a wide circulation among educated people during the Society's early years.'2 It ridiculed Robert Boyle's experiments on the physical properties of air and on the physiology of respiration. Especially his air-pump experiments, in which he had studied the behaviour of various animals in an air-free glass vessel,13 attracted the attention of the satirist. In 1661, the virtuoso John Evelyn had entertained the Danish ambassador at Gresham College with some Boylean experiments with the air-pump.'4 This occasion was aptly mocked by the author of the 'Ballad':
To the Danish Agent late was showne That where noe Ayre is, there's noe breath. A glasse this secret did make knowne
Where[in] a Catt was put to death.
Out of the glasse the Ayre being screwed, Pusse dyed and ne're so much as mewed.'5
The first outstanding writer of such virtuoso-satire, as we may call it, was Samuel Butler. In 1664, in his burlesque poem 'Hudibras', he ridiculed the microscopical observations of Robert Hooke, which the latter had just demonstrated before the Royal Society and was about to publish in his Micrographia (1665).16 Sidrophel, the poet's quack astrologer, studies the heart-beat in "a Dappled Louse's back", the jump of a flea, and "Maggots breed in Rotten Cheese". 17 Butler went on to write a satire in prose on the Society's toxicological animal experiments. Here he derided Boyle by imitating his circumstantial style and moralizing tone and poked fun at Walter 11 Cf. Thomas Sprat, The history of the Royal-Society of London, For the Improving of Natural Knowledge, London, J. Martyn, 1667 Through his satirical descriptions of the virtuosi-also to be found in his 'Elephant in the Moon', 'Virtuoso', and 'Heroical Epistle of Hudibras to Sidrophel'20-Butler was expressing a serious criticism of the new experimental scientists. He believed that they debased their talents in useless trivialities instead of applying themselves to acquire practical and useful knowledge.21 It was in this sense that he also satirized the Society's animal experiments as a waste of time. Butler was evidently not concerned, however, about the possible suffering of experimental animals.22 This strictly anthropocentric view of animal experimentation became yet more pronounced in the literary work of another Restoration wit who had been one of the pallbearers at Butler's funeral in 1680: Thomas Shadwell (c. .23 Four years earlier, in May 1676, his comedy The Virtuoso had been played for the first time at the Duke's Theatre in Dorset Garden.24 In the person of his leading character, the "Virtuoso" Sir Nicholas Gimcrack, Shadwell amply satirized the Royal Society scientists and their multifarious microscopical, telescopical, physico-chemical, anatomical, and physiological studies, including animal experiments.25 Sir Nicholas prides himself on having found "that an animal may be preserv'd without respiration when the windpipe's cut in two, by follicular impulsion of air: to wit, by blowing wind with a pair of bellows into the lungs".. .I have heard of a creature preserv'd by blowing wind in the breech, sir", is the irreverent answer of Longvil, a young 22 Effective anaesthesia became generally available for both animals and human beings only around 1850. 23 "Gentleman of wit and sense".26 In this dialogue Shadwell evidently mocked Hooke's "bellows-experiment", which the latter had performed together with Richard Lower at the Society's meeting on 10 October 1667. Hooke had cut away the ribs and diaphragm of a living dog, thus exposing the movements of its heart and lungs. During his observations, which lasted for more than an hour, he had kept the animal's respiration going by pumping a pair of bellows, the nose of which had been inserted into the dog's trachea.27 Like Butler, Shadwell did not show any worry about animal suffering, focusing only on the seeming uselessness and absurdity of the experiment.28 Characteristically, however, his criticism of experimentation on human subjects was quite emphatic. After previous success with blood transfusion from animal to animal, in 1667 both the Royal Society and the French physician Jean Denis (c. 1635-1704) had tried the first transfusions from animals to human beings. Two of Denis's patients died after the transfusions.29 Criticism of this is articulated by Old Snarl, the "Virtuoso's" uncle:
In sadness, nephew, I am asham'd of you. You will never leave lying and quacking with your transfusions and fool's tricks. I Addison not only used the familiar satirical device to criticize the virtuosi, but in addition warned in all seriousness that those who spend all their time in studying the anatomy of minute and low animals would become alienated from the world of human affairs and "expose philosophy to the ridicule of the witty, and contempt of the ignorant".36 In his daily paper the Spectator (1711-12 and 1714) he continued to express this criticism.37 Jonathan Swift employed the by-then old virtuoso-satire when in 1726 he depicted the "grand Academy of Lagado" in Gulliver's travels.38 Among the many silly virtuosi Gulliver meets here is a physician who demonstrates his genuine method of curing the "Cholick" by "contrary Operations" on a dog: a large pair of bellows with a long slender muzzle is introduced into the dog's anus, and the animal is blown up until its intestines are near bursting point. Thus the cruelty of animal experimentation and dissection had become a prominent issue to the dramatist, even though Valeria's anatomical and physiological studies are themselves traditionally dismissed elsewhere in the play as "Whimsies" and "Ridiculous Learning".57 The killing of animals for scientific purposes had begun to be recognized as a moral problem, as Valeria's justification suggests. Suffering and deaths of animals had to be weighed against the improvement of human knowledge; and the nightmare of human vivisection,58 envisaged by Lady Reveller as the next step following animal vivisection, increased the doubts about the moral admissibility of animal experimentation.
In the course of the eighteenth century the aspect of cruelty became the central point of literary responses to animal experiments. Even so, cruelty could still be criticized in a humorous way, the satirical tradition of the Restoration period being strong and persistent. In 1740 the Gentleman's Magazine published the poem 'The Air-Pump'. "Junius", its pseudonymous author, ridiculed the Royal Society's Boylean air-pump experiments with animals by comparing them with the proverbial cruelties of the Roman Emperor Domitian.59 The possible step from animal to human experimentation was also satirized: Domitian, we read, would have tried the 52 Susanna Centlivre, 'The Basset- air-pump next on his courtiers. Although the poem focused on the cruelty of animal experiments, this was not yet a serious concern. Seen as a whole, the responses of Centlivre, Addison, Akenside, and "Junius" mark a transitional period. Writers still joked about the alleged uselessness of the virtuosi's animal experiments. However, the element of cruelty began to be perceived by them as well. To elucidate the background to this broadened view, the general topic of cruelty to animals in eighteenth-entury British literature has to be considered.
THE SUFFERING OF THE BRUTE CREATION: MEN OF LETTERS ON CRUELTY AND KINDNESS TO ANIMALS
Significantly, it was Richard Steele, friend of both Addison and Mrs Centlivre,60 who in 1710, in the Tatker, took to the pen to attack the popular blood sports of cock-throwing, cock-and dog-fighting, bull-baiting, and bear-baiting. The cruelty of such entertainments, he warned, would make the British appear "barbarous" in the eyes of other nations. Steele appealed to his countrymen's conscience, insisting that the "virtues of tenderness, compassion and humanity, are those by which men are distinguished from brutes, as much as by reason itself'. The killing of "innocent animals" was allowable only for the three purposes of human "safety", "convenience", and "nourishment". Otherwise it had to be looked upon as "a great piece of cruelty, if not a kind of murder"..61 Steele's attitude towards animals and animal suffering reflected contemporary educated opinion about man's relationship to the animal world. On the one hand, his view was traditionally anthropocentric, rooted in the Judeo-Christian belief that man, uniquely endowed with reason, had been given dominion by God over all other creatures.62 On the other hand, he was indebted to the ideal of a compassionate and benevolent "Man of Feeling", which at this time had fully emerged from the altruistic teachings of seventeenth-century Latitudinarian clergymen.63 By now "General Kindness" was beginning to overflow the borders of human kinship to cover also the irrational "brute creation".64 Accordingly, in 1709, Steele confessed in the Tatler that he was moved to tears of pity by the death of a hunted deer, and, in another issue of the same year, he condemned the "perverse temper" of a boy tormenting birds.65 60 See Centlivre, op. cit., note 52 above, ' The better sort here pretend to the utmost compassion for animals of every kind; to hear them speak, a stranger would be apt to imagine they could hardly hurt the gnat that stung 'em; they seem so tender, and so full of pity, that one would take them for the harmless friends of the whole creation; the protectors of the meanest insect or reptile that was privileged with existence. 79 Goldsmith sharply contrasted these pretensions with his countrymen's passion for a good meat diet. Though he acknowledged that human beings were "born to govern the brute creation", he felt that meat eating had made them tyrants. He sympathized with vegetarianism and hailed the "simple, honest bramins of the east" whose belief in the transmigration of souls forbade the killing of animals, and he illustrated this 75 See Leonora Cohen Rosenfield, From beast-machine to man-machine-the theme of animal soul in French physician and writer, supplied various tales for children-"adapted to different periods of life"-against cruelty to insects, the taking of bird's nests, and against maltreatment of dogs and horses, all "designed to promote the love of virtue". 89 Thus, in the course of the eighteenth century, British men of letters increasingly showed compassion for animals and their suffering and censured the human cruelty revealed in almost every instance of blood sports and hunting parties, in the streets and in the slaughter-house, and in children's play.90 The underlying assumption was that those who are kind to animals would also be kind to human beings, and, conversely, that cruelty to animals would lead to cruelty to men.91 William Hogarth illustrated this view in his moralizing series of engravings The four stages of cruelty. From 1751 onwards his prints popularized the lesson of Tom Nero, who starts as a juvenile tormentor of animals and ends as a murderer who is hanged and finally dissected in the anatomical theatre. 92 The cruelty involved in animal experiments was noted by Centlivre, Addison, Akenside, and "Junius"; but were the experimentalists guilty of wanton cruelty? Evelyn's attitude is quite revealing in this regard. Whereas he had sharply condemned blood sports in his diary, he had been ready to accept, though reluctantly, even very invasive animal experimentation like that of Hooke.93 Or, as Isaac Barrow, the later mathematician and divine, had put it in an address at Cambridge University in 1654, vivisection could be seen as a "most innocent cruelty, and easily excusable ferocity", if the scientific purposes were only taken into account.
"BARBARITIES": ANIMAL EXPERIMENTATION UNDER OPEN ATTACK
About a hundred years after Barrow's speech, however, it was precisely the Cambridge enthusiasm for animal dissections95 that was attacked in the successful novel The history of Pompey the Little or the life and adventures of a lap-dog (1st ed. 175 1).96 Its author Francis Coventry (1725-54), the young vicar of Edgware near London, knew what he wrote about, for he had graduated from Magdalene College, Cambridge. Modelled on Fielding's Tom Jones, his novel gave a satirical picture of contemporary British life, characters and manners by following the lap-dog Pompey on a long and varied journey from master to master.97 In the revised third edition of 1752 Coventry included an episode in which Pompey falls into the hands of a medical student who, before leaving to take up practice, wants to crown his university career by vivisecting a dog in the presence of his fellow students to unveil the secrets of the "iliac passion" (i.e., colic).98 "AND here, good-natured reader, I am sure it moves thy compassion to think that poor Pompey, after suffering already so many misfortunes, must at last be dissected alive to satisfy a physician concerning the peristaltic motion of the guts", Coventry commented at this point in the ironical manner of his ideal Fielding.99 Though Pompey finally escapes from this terrible fate, Coventry uses the scene for a witty digression on dogs, doctors, and vivisection:
A DoG might have been the emblematic animal of Esculapius or Apollo, with as much propriety as he was of Mercury; for no creatures I believe have been of more eminent service to the healing tribe than dogs. Incredible is the number of these animals, who have been sacrificed from time to time at the shrines of physic and surgery. Lectures of anatomy subsist by their destruction; Ward (says Mr. Pope) tried his drop on puppies and the poor; and in general all new medicines and experiments of a doubtful nature are sure to be made in the first place on the bodies of these unfortunate animals. 1oo
Coventry's critical attitude towards animal experimentation probably reflected a then commonly-held lay opinion, namely that the physiological knowledge derived from vivisection is "supplemental, and as many think, superfluous".10' The cruelty of vivisection was undoubtedly an issue to him. Equally, he castigated children's cruelty to animals, but he also derided ladies pampering their lap-dogs.'02 Moreover, he satirized the contemporary learned debate on the philosophical problem of animal souls,'03 and the jurists' dispute about the legal status of pets as opposed to ferae naturae, just as Fielding had done in Tom Jones.'104 Coventry's pleas against the mistreatment of animals surely were not those of an ardent animal lover. Rather, as a contemporary reviewer of Pompey the Little observed, He laughs at the world, without doing it the honour to be angry with it. His lashes, however smart, carry with them rather the marks of a benevolent correction, than of the spleen of misanthropy.'05 But Alexander Pope was an actual zoophile, whose literary response to vivisection expressed a very serious concern for the suffering of experimental animals.
Pope was a dog-fancier who grew up in a dog-loving family and in the course of his life was the owner of at least four dogs, each called Bounce. dog-fancier's anger was quite different from the mockery of the Restoration "Wits and Railleurs" or from the satirical lashes Coventry intended as "a benevolent correction". Yet, Pope's criticism of Hales's practice and (supposed) over-estimation of the utility of vivisection did not go together with a personal condemnation of the experimentalist. On the contrary, the characterization "a very good man" was preceded, in Pope's 'Epistle to a Lady' (1735), by "plain Parson Hale [sic]"',"13 and only a month before the quoted conversation took place, Hales had been a witness to Pope's will."14 However, Pope had already stated in his 'Epistle to Cobham' (1734) that "following life thro' creatures you dissect, You lose it in the moment you detect". 115 Pope's philosophical position as to the souls of animals, especially dogs, must also be taken into account. The sequel to the conversation with Spence quoted above reveals why the poet had placed man only "little above" them:
'I used to carry it too far; I thought they [ creatures,120 such as dogs, necessarily raised grave moral questions for the poet.
Man's God-given superiority over brutes was not in doubt, but where lay the limits of human rights towards the lower creatures in the Great Chain of Being? In summary, Pope's attitude to vivisection was influenced by both his personal love for animals, especially for dogs, and his philosophical opinion about the man-animal relationship. Together with his general sensitivity to animal suffering, which he shared with other eminent men of letters of his century, these elements produced an early, serious, and critical response to animal experimentation.
The contrast between Pope, the sensitive poet, and his neighbour Hales, the vivisecting scientist, made a lasting impression, for the Reverend Thomas Twining (1735-1804), who was born and grew up in Twickenham, still pointed to it in his poem 'The Boat', which he wrote several years after both Pope and Hales had died and he himself had settled in the parish of Fordham near Colchester in 1764. Describing a boating trip up the Thames, Twining rhymed:
Poetic Twit'nam, and its grot, Where Pope caught cold when he was hot A thing (for let it have its due) Exceeding pleasant to look through; But Fate, alas! too near had placed The Daemon dire of Anti-tasteGreen Teddington's serene retreat, For philosophic studies meet, Where the good Pastor, Stephen Hales, Weigh'd moisture in a pair of scales, To ling'ring death put mares and dogs, And stripp'd the skin from living frogs (Nature he loved, her works intent To search, and, sometimes, to torment!)'22
Obviously Twining, whose own old parsonage at Fordham was depicted in the poem as "undermined by rats" and surrounded by "Ducks, chickens, goslings, pigs, and 118 Pope, op. cit., note 78 above, pp. 44 cows"'',23 disapproved of Hales's painful animal vivisections, though he appeared ready to acknowledge the "good Pastor's" scientific motives. Now that the cruelty involved in animal experiments had been brought into focus by men of letters, the question of its justifiability attracted attention.
No less a man than Samuel Johnson carried on the moral criticism of animal experimentation. In 1758 he published a highly emotional denunciation in his much-read weekly paper the Idler (1758-60). 124 Johnson started in the mode of the familiar, more or less good-natured "virtuoso-satire". The microscopist, the botanist, the physicist, and the chemist are ridiculed.'25 But then, abruptly leaving the satirical level, Johnson made an important distinction:
The Idlers that sport only with inanimate nature may claim some indulgence; if they are useless they are still innocent: but there are others, whom I know not how to mention without more emotion than my love of quiet willingly admits.'26 This is followed by an expression of anger at the practice of animal experimentation:
Among the inferiour professors of medical knowledge, is a race of wretches, whose lives are only varied by varieties of cruelty; whose favourite amusement is to nail dogs to tables and open them alive; to try how long life may be continued in various degrees of mutilation, or with the excision or laceration of the vital parts; to examine whether burning irons are felt more acutely by the bone or tendon; and whether the more lasting agonies are produced by poison forced into the mouth or injected into the veins. 2 Like Addison in the Spectator, Johnson apologized to the readers of the Idler for having offended "the sensibility of the tender mind with images like these", thus implying a sensitivity to animal suffering among the educated public of his days. He only dared to quote "such cruelties", since they were anyhow "published every day with ostentation" and since he himself would only mention them "with abhorrence".128
own animal experiments on these lines.130 And the question whether drug testing on animals should be conducted by means of peroral administration or intravenous injection had been discussed by Browne Langrish in his Physical experiments upon brutes (1746). He performed several toxicological trials on dogs and horses with cherry-laurel.'3' Richard Mead, otherwise highly esteemed by Johnson, had made the same kind of experiments, reporting on them, among many others, in his Mechanical account ofpoisons (1st ed. 1702), which by 1758 had passed through no fewer than fourteen editions.'32
Johnson's wrath must also have been roused by the medical students' enthusiasm for animal vivisection. Whereas Coventry, the "benevolent corrector", had only satirized this practice, Johnson connected it with grave misgivings about the treatment of human patients:
. . . the anatomical novice tears out the living bowels of an animal, and stiles himself physician, prepares himself by familiar cruelty for that profession which he is to exercise upon the tender and the helpless, upon feeble bodies and broken minds, and by which he has opportunities to extend his arts of torture, and continue those experiments upon infancy and age, which he has hitherto tried upon cats and dogs. 133
Both the general view that cruelty to animals will lead to cruelty to men and the more specific suspicion that animal experimentation will end in human experimentation-previously intimated in a satirical way by Shadwell, Centlivre, and "Junius"-were now explicitly stated by Johnson.
Johnson admitted that physiological knowledge might be increased a little by means of vivisection, but he saw no therapeutic benefit whatsoever. Yet, he was well informed about the experimentalists' justifications, which were essentially based on the argument of utility. ' The actual extent of animal experimentation in eighteenth-century Britain has not yet been sufficiently well documented. It would surely be underestimated, however, by taking into account only the authors mentioned above.137 Still, it is true that in the time of Johnson unquestionable therapeutic advances from animal experiments were hard to perceive, and the optimistic view that some day the end, in the form of better cures for patients, would justify the means was not widely held among the general public, if Coventry's statement of 1752 can be trusted.'38 In Johnson's view, animal experiments could not be excused. They were both virtually useless and, because they corrupted the physicians, potentially dangerous to man. Thus the essayist concluded:
It is time that universal resentment should arise against these horrid operations, which tend to harden the heart, extinguish those sensations which give man confidence in man, and make the physician more dreadful than the gout or stone. '39 As this quotation shows, Johnson's attitude was essentially anthropocentric. The potential detrimental effects of cruelty to animals on the moral standards of man upset him, not the animals' suffering as such. Yet, as in the case of Pope, the vigour of Johnson's attack on vivisection makes it likely that his love for animals also was a factor. Pope's Bounces actually had a feline equivalent in Johnson's household: Hodge, the writer's pampered tom-cat, "for whom he himself used to go out and buy oysters, lest the servants having that trouble should take a dislike to the poor creature", as James Boswell remembered.l140 However, Johnson did not go as far as Pope in attributing a rational, immortal soul to his pet, though he also disagreed with the Cartesians' opposite concept of the "beast-machine".141 For him, animals seemed "to have their minds exactly adapted to their bodies, with few other ideas than such as animal actions as being guided by instinct.143 Johnson's "fondness . .. for animals which he had taken under his protection", as Boswell related, probably has to be interpreted as part of his general humanitarian attitude, which corresponded to the contemporary ideal of "universal good-will". Thus Boswell listed Johnson's "indulgence with which he treated Hodge, his cat" among the proofs of the "real humanity and gentleness of his disposition", which also included the writer's love of children and his kindness to his servants.144 Quite characteristically, Johnson's sympathy for animals was expressed, too, in the case of slaughtering, where he was predominantly concerned with the lessening of pain. 145
Johnson's befriending of animals may help to explain why he denounced animal experimentation so vehemently. Idiosyncrasies such as his dread of the sight of blood, and horror at the sight of bones, both reported by Boswell, should also be taken into account here. Nevertheless, Johnson's criticism of animal experimentation was probably fiercer than any before. It seems to reflect the end of light-hearted satires on the subject: mockery had given way to anger. Sensitivity to animal suffering had grown, and the cruelty involved in animal experiments had become a question of serious concern.
In 1775 Thomas Percival, later the author of Medical ethics (1803),15o dealt with this concern in his A father's instructions, mentioned above. Among the tales that were directed against cruelty to animals he included one entitled 'Cruelty in Experiments'.151 Euphronius, the father, a friend of Dr Priestley (i.e., Joseph Priestley), is experimenting on the properties of various kinds of air. When he has prepared a glass of "mephitic water",152 his son Alexis hurries in with a number of fishes which he has caught and kept alive. Knowing that the "fixed air" (i.e., carbon dioxide, in solution carbonic acid) in this kind of water is fatal for terrestrial animals, the boy urges his father to try the experiment upon the fishes. Euphronius yields to the "impatient curiosity" of his son and puts them into the water. Soon they are dropping lifeless to the bottom of the vessel. Surprise and joy sparkle in the eyes of Alexis. But then follows the "Father's Instruction":
Beware, my son ... of observing spectacles of pain and misery with delight. Cruelty, by insensible degrees, will steal into your heart; and every generous principle of your nature will then be subverted. The philosopher, who has in contemplation the establishment of some important truth, or the discovery of what will tend to the advancement of real science, and to the good and happiness of mankind, may perhaps be justified, if he sacrifice to his pursuits the life or enjoyment of an inferior animal. But the emotions of humanity should never be stifled in his breast; his trials should be made with tenderness, repeated with reluctance, and carried no farther than the object in view unavoidably requires. Wanton experiments on living creatures, and even those, which are merely subservient to the gratification of curiosity, merit the severest censure. They degrade the man of letters into a brute; and are fit amusements only for the cannibals of New-Zealand.'53
In real life, Percival and Priestley, who were friends, had studied "fixed air", for which Percival suggested several medicinal uses.154 The empirical foundations for his recommendations, however, were chemical experiments and clinical experience. Though Percival, who was a Fellow of the Royal Society, had praised the value of experimentation for the progress of medicine,155 with regard to animal experiments he seems to have exercised restraint. When he and Priestley once exposed a mouse in a receiver to the very noxious vapours of white-lead paint, they hastened to save the animal's life, the mouse being "immediately withdrawn".'56 And when Percival merely cited lethal injection experiments with tincture of cantharides, which had been performed on two dogs as early as 1692 by Giorgio Baglivi, he noted that they were "cruel'.157 Thus Percival's conduct as a scientist was in keeping with the concern about animal experiments which he expressed as a man of letters.
Percival's main fear was the brutalizing effect of callousness to animals. Since the compassionate "Man of Feeling" was his pedagogical aim, young Alexis's character is presented as being endangered when "curiosity" makes him look at the experimental animals' suffering "with delight". Yet, the infliction of pain on animals is not only seen as a danger to the morals of children, but to the mature scientist's too. Strictly speaking, Percival intended to protect the experimentalists' moral standards rather than the experimental animals' life. Like Johnson, he shared the general, anthropocentric view that cruelty to animals leads to cruelty to men and applied this to the specific case of animal experimentation. Unlike Johnson, however, he showed a comparatively high regard for the scientific results and potential benefits of animal experiments, which, of course, may have been connected with the fact that he was a physician. Thus Percival's important distinction between beneficial, and therefore justifiable, experiments and those that were "wanton" or motivated by mere "curiosity" was essentially a calculus of utility. The "life or enjoyment" of animals and the "good and happiness of mankind" were weighed up. The result was not surprising in view of the author's anthropocentricity: the advantage of human beings outweighed that of brutes. '58 Seen in this light, Percival's 'Cruelty in Experiments' was much more than an edifying children's tale. It was a fundamental piece of serious moral philosophy upon the subject of animal experimentation. Since the days of Butler, Shadwell, and the other "Wits and Railleurs", the literary responses had undergone a genuine change.
CONCLUSIONS
The general attitude of British men of letters towards the scientific method of animal experimentation was a critical one during the century following the Royal Society's foundation. An unambiguous advocate has not been found among them. The nature and style of their criticism, however, varied. Although the different backgrounds of the individual authors have to be taken into account, a collective development of their responses can be sketched.
In the second half of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries mockery was the predominant reaction to the experimentalist's pursuits. Within the literary genre of "virtuoso-satire" the opinion that animal experiments were in practice useless was formed and perpetuated. The main objects of criticism were the scientist's supposed waste of time and money and his neglect of social duties. Exponents of this kind of satire, who did not express concern for the possible suffering of animals in experiments, were Butler, Shadwell, Brown, and Swift. In the first half of the eighteenth century, however, some of the satirists, namely Centlivre, Addison, Akenside, and "Junius", offered a broader criticism of the virtuosi, which included the element of cruelty in animal experimentation. Yet the satirical tradition of the Restoration period was still strong in the work of these authors. On the other hand, in the course of the eighteenth century, criticism of man's callousness to animals and pleas for a considerate treatment of the "brute creation" became a literary theme in the work of such writers as Steele, Pope, Gay, Fielding, Goldsmith, and Sterne, and were popularized in pedagogical literature by Percival and Trimmer. This development corresponded firstly to a growth of sensitivity to animal suffering among the educated public, secondly to the contemporary discussion about the nature of animals and their relationship to man, and thirdly to the preoccupation with the consequences of cruelty to animals for man's moral standards. Obviously, the issue of animal experimentation could not remain neutral under these circumstances. Thus around 1750 the cruelty involved in animal experiments became an object of literary attack. Whereas Coventry tried a "benevolent correction" with the "lashes" of satire, Pope spoke with "emphasis and concern" about the "barbarities" of vivisection (echoed by Twining years later), and Johnson was scandalized by the "race of wretches" that experimented upon living animals. The fact that Pope and Johnson were lovers of animals in their private lives must have figured in their attacks on animal experimentation. But their emotive comments fit the contemporary literary partiality for "kindness" to the "brute creation" too well to be dismissed as the result of mere over-sensitivity.
The example of Johnson furthermore seems to illustrate that in the second half of the eighteenth century the literary genre of "virtuoso-satire" had become inadequate for the subject of animal experimentation. He still could satirize in conventional terms the "Idlers that sport only with inanimate nature", but it was impossible for him to do the same with vivisectors. In fact, after written.'59 However, it has also to be considered that "virtuoso-satire" in general seemed to have vanished towards the end of the eighteenth century, making way for scientific realism in literature.160
Johnson's attacks show that the issue of animal experimentation had risen to a moral one that deserved serious attention, especially since the benefits seemed doubtful. Percival discussed the claim of benefit, essentially performing a moral calculus of utility. Unlike the early "Wits and Railleurs", Johnson and Percival did not repudiate the experimental method; it was its application to sensitive living beings that provoked their severe moral criticism.
Seen as a whole, a remarkable shift had taken place. Ridicule against any and all scientific undertakings, which naturally included animal experimentation, had been replaced by the moral argument precisely against this practice. Despite this change in the literary responses to animal experiments in the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries a common element persisted, namely anthropocentricity. It made satirists look at the experimentalist, not at the animal, and it made serious critics look at the effects of cruelty on human morality, not at animal suffering as such. True anti-vivisectionism emerged only with the anthropomorphism of the Victorian age.16' Although Jeremy Bentham prophesied a controversy over animal rights as early as in 1789,162 this anthropocentric point of view is the feature which distinguishes the early-modern from the present-day debates about animal experimentation. Man's dominion over the "brute creation" was still undisputed, and this applied to the issue of animal experimentation as well.
